United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria. Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



HLING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



10/527,715 



03/1 1/2005 



23364 7590 11/24/2006 

BACON & THOMAS, PLLC 
625 SLATERS LANE 
FOURTH FLOOR 
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22314 



Hae-Yong Choi 



CHOI3029/JEK 



9159 



EXAMINER 



DO, ROBERT C 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2851 

DATE MAILED: 1 1/24/2006 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



. ffWw^lwCfwff WMf f 1 f f f Clf If 


Application No. 

10/527.715 


Applicant(s) 
CHOI. HAE-YONG 


Examiner 

Robert C. Do 


Art Unit 
2851 





- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 



Period for Reply 
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earned patent terni adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim{s) 1-10 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)|EI All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claim 9 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being in improper form because 
a multiple dependent claim cannot depend from any other multiple dependent claim. 
See MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, the claim has not been further treated on the 
merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1 , 2, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Spector (US 4,323,301 ) in view of Murayama et al. (US 2003/0174396). 

Regarding Claim 1 and 10, Spector teaches the following claimed elements: 

• A transparent material made of one selected from the group consisting of 
polyester, acryl and polycarbonate. (Column 1, lines 30-35 teach of a 
transparent material used for screens made of acrylic.) 

• Wherein a content and a particle size of the light-refracting material and a 
thickness of the film screen mutually interact so that an image formed on 
the film screen by means of light projected from a projector is dividedly 
displayed on front and rear surfaces of the film screen, thereby displaying 
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the image formed tliereon through the front and rear surfaces thereof and 
eliminating a hot spot. (Column 2, lines 19-24, teach of the screen being 
used as both a rear and front projection screen, also see Fig. 6) 
Specter does not teach: 

• A light-refracting material, made of silica, contained in or deposited on the 
transparent material. 

• The film screen is divided into front and rear film sub-screens centering on 
a transparent plate under the condition that the total thickness of the film 
screen, the content and the particle size of the light-refracting material In 
the film screen satisfy the allowable ranges. 

However, Murayama et al. teaches: 

• A light-refracting material, made of silica, contained In or deposited on the 
transparent material. (Column 3, lines 5-10 disclose light diffusing material 
made of silica) 

• The film screen is divided into front (Fig. 1,1) and rear (2) film sub- 
screens centering on a transparent plate under the condition that the total 
thickness of the film screen, the content and the particle size of the light- 
refracting material in the film screen satisfy the allowable ranges. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the Invention was made to add the light-refracting material made of silica as taught by 
Murayama et al. to the screen of Specter for the purpose of dispersing the light incident 
on the screen giving the screen better light distribution throughout the screen. It would 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/527,71 5 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2851 • 

also have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to divide the screen into two parts, a front and rear, for the purpose of making the 
screens' manufacturability greater. 

Regarding Claim 2, Specter's teachings are discussed above. 
Spector does not teach: 

• The specific range of content (C) of the light-refracting material in the film 
screen. 

However, Murayama et al. teaches: 

• The specific range of content (C) of the light-refracting material in the film 
screen. (Murayama teaches that the material content can be in the range 
of 50 to 200 ppm.) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was 
made to provide a specific range of content for the purpose of dispersing incident light 
distributing the brightness uniformly. Specter as modified by Murayama does not teach 
specific content of light-refracting material is SOOppm to 90,000ppm. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
make the range of the content of light-refracting material from SOOppm to 90,000ppm for 
the purpose of optimizing the distribution of light for better image quality, since it has 
been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed are disclosed in 
the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Alter, 1 05 USPQ 233. 
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Further, Spector does not teach: 

• The particle size (B) of the light-refracting material Is in the range of 0.1 pm 
to 50pm. 

However, Murayama et al. teaches: 

• The particle size (B) of the light-refracting material is in the range of 0.1 pm 
to 50pm. (Column 4, lines 41-45 teach of particles of size 1 to 12pm falling 
within claimed range.) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to make the light-refracting particles the size within a range of 
0.1 pm to 50pm as taught by Murayama et al. to the screen of Spector for the purpose of 
having light refracting particles large enough to refract light giving off a better uniform 
brightness throughout the screen. 

Spector also does not teach: 

• The thickness (A) of the film screen is in the range of 1 0pm to 400pm. 
However, Murayama et al. teaches: 

• The thickness (A) of the film screen is in the range of 10pm to 400pm. 
(Column 2, lines 34-39, teach that the thickness is 100pm or less which is 
within the claimed range) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made add the light-refracting material made of silica as taught by 
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Murayama et al. to the screen of Spector for the purpose of dispersing the light incident 
on the screen giving the screen better light distribution throughout the screen. 

2, Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Spector as modified by Murayama et al. further in view of Shopp (US 5,274,499). 

Regarding Claims 3 and 4, Spector as modified by Murayama et al. is discussed 

above. 

Spector as modified by Murayama does not teach: 

• A rotary rod is installed at an upper end of the film screen. 

• The film screen is rolled up into and down from the rotary rod, and serves 
as a rolled-type screen. 

• The film screen is fixed to a transparent plate so that the film screen can 
be transferred upward and downward by means of a rotary rod. 

However, Shopp teaches: 

• A rotary rod (Fig. 2, 34) is installed at an upper end of the film screen. 

• The film screen is rolled up into and down from the rotary rod, and serves 
as a rolled-type screen. (Column 1 , lines 22-25) 

• The film screen is fixed to a transparent plate (Fig. 1 , 23) so that the film 
screen can be transferred upward and downward by means of a rotary 
rod. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to add the rotary rod of Shopp for the purpose of rolling the 
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screen making It easy for transport. It also would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to fix a transparent plate to the film 
screen for the purpose of keeping the screen straight while moving upward and 
downward using the rotary rod. 

3. Claims 5 and 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Spector as modified by Murayama et al. further in view of Tanaka et al. (US 
2003/0107803). 

Regarding Claim 5, Spector as modified by Murayama et al. is discussed above. 
Spector as modified by Murayama does not teach: 

• The film screen is attached to a glass window so that viewers at outdoor 
and Indoor places can view the film screen through both surfaces thereof. 

However, Tanaka et al. teaches: 

• The film screen is attached to a glass window so that viewers at outdoor 
and indoor places can view the film screen through both surfaces thereof. 
(Paragraph [0030] and Fig. 1 and 2, show a windowpane of a building). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to add the window of Tanaka et al for the purpose of attaching 
the screen to a building, to project the image for people outdoors to see. 

Regarding Claim 7, Spector as modified by Murayama et al. is discussed above. 
Spector as modified by Murayama does not teach: 
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• A reflection plane is fomied on one surface of the film screen so that the 
film screen serves as a reflection-type screen without the generation of a 
hot spot. 

However, Tanaka et al. teaches: 

• A reflection plane (Fig. 4, 2r) is formed on one surface of the film screen 
so that the film screen serves as a reflection-type screen without the 
generation of a hot spot. (Paragraph [0033]). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to add reflection plane of Tanaka et al for the purpose of 
eliminating hot spots so that the picture is uniformly bright in all areas. 



4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Specter 
as modified by Murayama et al. further in view of Piepel et al. (US 2003/01 63367). 

Regarding Claim 6, Spector as modified by Murayama et al. is discussed above. 
Spector as modified by Murayama does not teach: 

• A projector is installed under the film screen and a reflecting mirror is 
installed in front of the projector to prepare one video system so that 
viewers can view an image displayed on the front and rear surfaces of the 
film screen. 
However, Piepel et al. teaches: 
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• A projector (Fig. 10, 153) is installed under the film screen and a reflecting 
mirror (152) is installed in front of the projector (153) to prepare one video 
system so that viewers can view an image displayed on the front and rear 
surfaces of the film screen. (When using the film screen as taught by 
Specter as modified by Murayama it can be displayed on the front and 
rear surfaces. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to add the projector and mirror of Piepel et al for the purpose of 
showing motion pictures on the screen while the mirror will allow the projector to be 
close to the screen allowing for a compact space that the unit will take up. 

5. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Specter 
as modified by Murayama et al. further in view of Yamaguchi (US 2001/0005243). 

Regarding Claim 8, Specter as modified by Murayama et al. is discussed above. 

Specter as modified by Murayama does not teach: 

• The light-refracting material of the film screen is a light-transmitting 
material made of titania (TiOa). 

However, Yamaguchi teaches: 

• The light-refracting material of the film screen is a light-transmitting 
material made of titania (TiOa). (Paragraph [0033]) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to make the light refracting material out of titania as taught by 
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Yamaguch for the purpose of diffusing light for better brightness distribution on the 
display screen. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Do whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
1387. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday Through Friday, 8am - 
4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diane Lee can be reached on (571)272-2399. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Sen/ice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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